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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

Faculty Minutes
1970- 71

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
November 3, 1970
1'0 :

All Members of the University Faculty

FROM:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

SUBJECT:

Special Meeting

President Heady has called a special me 1ng
of the University Faculty for Tuesday, November 17, at
3:00 E.:._!!!. in the Kiva, to discuss the attached resolutions and report from the Committee on University
Governance relative to the creation of a University
of New Mexico Faculty Senate.
JND:db

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
November 17, 1970
(S ummarized Minutes)
The November 17, 1970, special meeting of the University Faculty was
called to order by President Heady at 3:12 p.rn. with a quorum pr esen
It was announced by the President that the purpose of the meeting was
to consider a proposal of the Committee on University Governance for
the establishment of a Faculty Senate.

Mr. Richard Wilson, coordinator of the Native American Studies Program, asked the support of faculty members in attending the movie,
"Flap," the opening performance of which was to be sponsored by th
Kiva Club as a fund-raising project.
Upon the recommendation of Professor Cottrell, the Faculty voted to
suspend standing rule #2, relative to the limitation of debate, for
this particular meeting, it being noted by President Heady that standing rule #1--adjournment at the end of two hours--was still in effect.
Professor Hoyt, in recommending the creation of a Faculty Senate, said
~hat the decision of the Committee on University Governance to present
its various proposals separately had been based on the feeling that
they were indeed separable and because of the desirability of moving
ahead as expeditiously as possible in presenting and implementing th~
P~oposals outlined in the progress report. Supplementing the materials sent with the agenda, Professor Hoyt gave as reasons for the
establishment of a Senate (1) the continued growth and complexity of
the Faculty, (2) the belief that general faculty meetings are becoming
progressively less effective and efficient as a means of dealing with
Faculty business, (3) that there are too many issues coming before the
Faculty to receive responsible attention, (4) that the present fac~l;y meetings are time-consuming, (5) that students feel strongly that
enate could respond more adequately to student concerns, and (6)
the feeling that a Senate is inevitable as the University gets larger.

Prof es

H
.
.
sor oyt expressed the Committee's belief that the advantages
0
the town-meeting model could be incorporated into the Senate
scheme. He said that concerned faculty members might be invited to
speak before the Senate on a particular issue but not vote; also, that
~~neral faculty meetings would be held "as a forum and a place for
e Faculty to make its voice heard when the Faculty felt that there
f as
ee1·an issue which it wanted to discuss." He stressed the Committee's
t .. 1.ng, however, that the Senate should be given "real powers," that
sh lhould not be second-guessed at every instance,• and that "there
ou d be no formal veto over actions taken by the Senate."

f

It was noted by Professor Hoyt that the Governance Committee was not
asking for agreement today on a detailed Senate plan but rather for
' in- principle endorsement" of the concept of a Senate, with the Facul t y reserving the right to disapprove a particular plan brou ght in
later by the Ad Hoc Committee if it was felt that the criteria were
not met.

•.. i

In the ensuing discussion, several faculty members expressed opposition to the proposal, the following point5aamong others, being made:
at present any faculty member may "speak his piece, 11 no matter on what
s ide or how small a minority he represents--in a Senate he would be
excluded from this privilege; the concept of a Senate is basically an
undemocratic procedure, and those faculty members who are not members
of the Senate become second-class citizensi interested faculty members
do not object to long, spirited meetings; there are dangers in endorsing a principle in contrast to a concrete proposal--"like buying a
used car without looking under the hood; " the fact that the Legislative Universities Study Committee also wants a Senate should not be
ignored; the primary defense of student rights in the last two years-along with student demonstrations--has been at faculty meetings; a
general faculty meeting serves as a place where conflict can be resolved; having regular faculty meetings discourages the need for ad
hoc meetings which are generally unsuccessful; faculty meetings have
an important edt1cative function and create a sense of involvement;
f aculty meetings provide a place where any group may protect its int erests if it feels that these interests are threatened; the lack of
a proper forum creates alienation among non-participating members; a
Senate is a rule by minority--it is not representative because a minor~ty also elects; efficiency should not be the primary concern of a
legislative policy-making body; Senate attendance would be only 60-70
per cent, so it would not be truly representative; a person can really
only speak for himself, not through a representative; the General
Faculty disposes of "non-issues" quickly--important issues might well
90 to the General Faculty even if there were a Senate; a general faculty meeting serves as a safety valve for people to speak; an earlier
Senate was abolished in favor of a University Faculty and a Policy
Committee to serve in lieu of a Senate-- this system has worked well.
After discussion of these and related arguments, in which members of
!he Governance Committee took part, there was a call for the question,
1
1 . Y approved , and the Faculty voted against the proposal to establsh a Senate.
he meeting adjourned at 4:24 p.m.
John N. Durrie, Secretary

-2-

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
SPECIAL FACULTY MEETING
Novemberl7, 1970

The Novernberl7, 19;t;;::;::.ing of the University
Faculty was called to order by President Heady at 3:12
p.m., with a quorum present.
PRESIDENT HEADY Meeting will please come to
order.
I would like to call to order this special meeting of the University Faculty.
The meeting has been
called primarily to discuss a proposal of the Committee
on Qniversity Governance. Before we turn to that business
I have been asked by Mr. Richard Wilson, who is the
coordinator of the Native American Studies Program here
to make a brief announcement, and if there's not an objection to that I would like to give him that opportunity
to do that at this time .
Is there any objection? Mr.
Wilson.
MR. WILSON Thank you very much, ladies and
gentlemen .
I will make this as brief as possible.
As you may have heard, the Kiva Club, on behalf
of the Native American Studies, is opening the sponsoring
of the movie "Flap" coming up this Thursday night .
To
cry on your shoulder a little bit, we got the movie
approximately ten days ago and the deal was closed then
and we haven't had much time to push tickets, so what I
was hoping to do was to contact each one of your departments or each one of you personally by phone . When I
f?und out the Faculty meeting was going to draw such a
high bit of attention I convinced the people that I had
something to say.
I would like to announce that the tickets are
available at the Native American Student Center, telephone
number 277-5006 .
The tickets are ten dollars apiece.
It's a fund~raising event and there's no way of glossing
over the fact that about eight dollars of those is a
donation . The movie is not going to win any academy
awards and the stage entertainment is nothing to write
home about, so I know how the Faculty salaries are and
I believe it will be a labor of love if any of you shake

Nati v e American Stu dies
Program: FundRaising Project of Kiva
Club
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loose with the ten or twenty dollars to take your families
to the movie. However, we are going after some of the
same concerns that some of the rest of us; part construction money and part remodeling. The Kiva Club committed
itself to over three hundred dollars on this and they have
been working to get something out of that.
They hope to
redeem themselves and hope to get the furniture for the
Native American students building recovered. We got the
furniture from the air force at Kirtland and the air force
doesn' t get rid of anything that's reusable, but the
money is for a good cause and Mr . Quinn will be there
at least and Leo Wilder is in town today, so those that
want to come out and look at the search lights and see
Anthony Quinn, it wi ll be an experience, an entertaining
movie, and if you decide to come why don't you leave word
with your department secretary or your own secretary and
we will be canvassing thoroughly tomorrow to get as much
response from the University Faculty as we can. Thank
you again .
HEADY Before we proceed with the topic that's
the subject for this meeting I would like to remind you
of the rule about voting membership in the Faculty.
If
there's any need to clarify that we can call on the
secretary for that.
I would also like to remind you that at the last
meeting we did adopt a standing rule about limiting
debate at Faculty meetings, which limits debate on any
item to forty-five minutes unless an extension of that
time is approved by a majority vote.
I assume that that
is in effect at this meeting, so that we go beyond fortyfive minutes, · as we are very likely to do, we wi ll need
to extend the time, either at the beginning of the meeting or at the expiration of forty-five minutes.
The other part of the rule is that no person may
s~eak more than twice on any item, nilonger than five
minutes at either time. The presiding officer will
adjudge specific applications of the standing rule. We
have asked Jess Price to be the timekeeper . Mr . Cottrell?
PROFESSOR COTTRELL Mr. President, in view of the
extreme importance of the single question, as I see it,
on the agenda today I think the forty-five-minute rule and
the five-minute rule would be extremely inhibiting.
I
would move that we suspend standing rule two for today's
meeting.

Standing Rule
re Limitation
of Debate
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(The motion was duly seconded.)
HEADY It's been moved and seconded that we
suspend the entire standing rule that I just referred to.
I s there debate on this motion? Ready to vote? Those in
favor of the motion to suspend this standing rule for
today's meeting, please say II aye"; opposed II no 11 •
The
motion is carried.
I might also remind the Faculty that we have
standing rule one that says that we do adjourn at the
end of the two hours.
We will leave that in effect.
That is in effect, I presume, at this point.
PROFESSOR VAN GRABER
HEADY

Question, Mr. Chairman.

Yes.

VAN GRABER Does this mean that a person can
speak as many times as he wants to, as long as he wants
to? Is that what we just passed?
HEADY That's what we have done for today's
meeting, yes .
That's why I thought I should mention
rule number one .
At this time, then, I would like to call on
Professor Hoyt , who is chairman of the Committee on
Governance , to intro duce the motion which has been distributed in the call to the meeting and make whatever
conunent he wants to make at this time in support of the
motion . Professor Hoyt .
PROFESSOR HOYT In introducing this subject I
think it would be appropriate to begin with a report ,
_hich I will try to keep shor~ on the proposal and how
it relates to other matters under study by the Committee
on University Governance .
First of all , I think most of you know that the
C~mmittee on University Governance is a committee of
~~neteen members, which was appointed by the regents.
ix of these members were elected by the Faculty. Of the
Others, four are administrators appointed by the president,
six are student representatives who were nominated to
the regents by the president of the undergraduate and
graduate student bodies respectively, and three are alumni
representatives .

Proposal of
Committee on
University
Governance fo
a F aculty
Senate
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Incidentally, I might say that we intend to
divide up the task of presenting our various proposals.
The committee asked me to present this one, but other
members of the conunittee will be presenting other proposals as they come along.
We issued a progress report in September, which
was sent out to all the Faculty, and in that progress
report we gave the reasons why the committee decided to
present our various proposals separately rather than
attempting to bring this one comprehensive document of
the nature of an all-university constitution.
The reasons were, first, that we feel the various
matters we were considering are separable. They are
separate matters and it would be unfortunate if all of
them should fail because of possible objections to one
or part of them.
I find it very difficult to predict
in advance what the reaction of the Faculty is going to
be on any of our proposals and, of course, our proposals
will be presented to the other bodies as well as the
Faculty: students and administrators and regents. We
also wanted to move as fast as we possibly could. The
progress -- and this is another reason for bringing in
our proposals as soon as they are ready -- the progress
report indicated some of the other subjects that we are
working on. One of the most difficult is the whole
matter of grievance and disciplinary procedures. Another
~s the matter of proposing ways to involve students more
in the academic policyr...making process. There will not
be any single plan for all-university governance.~ .
I think there's been some misapprehension on that, 1s ~
the reason I mention it.
If anyone is holding hisA,breath
waiting for an all-university constitution I think he
should go back to breathing normally. We do feel that as
to the decision-making institutions of the Faculty and of
the students, these are matters which the Faculty and
~he students, respectively, should have the primary say
in. There is one other decision-making, or rather policy
~eliberating body that we are considering and will bring
in a proposal on later on.
This will be an all-university
council. Here we are thinking of a body that will include
stu~ts, administrators, Faculty, and staff and will be
a fo~m which includes representatives of all of thes e
e!,0 dies, a fo1ro rather than a legislature or a policy-~
Aacting body which will aim to improve communication and
to try to arrive at a better consensus on questions of
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all-university concern. We expect this consultative body
to be very influential where consensus, where agreement
emerges out of their discussions, but it won't be a legislature.
Particularly in view of the fact that we will be
proposing this kind of an all-university forum, the details
of it are still matters the committee is working on.
In
view of this, we envisage the Faculty Senate which we are
proposing today as a Faculty organ.
It will not be necess ary, we feel, to have students as members of this senate
since they will be members of the other bod , although
when the details of the plan are worked outJvery probably
it should be considered whether students should continue
to participate as observers.
Well, let me go briefly into some of the reasons
for proposing a Faculty Senate.
Our committee felt that the general Faculty meetings have been becoming progressively less effective as
a means of dealing with the business that comes before
the Faculty.
This is related in important part to the
size and rate of growth of the Faculty.
The University,
of course, has been growing very rapidly and we see no
end to this growth at the present time.
The Faculty is
growing rapidly and it's becoming more complex as other
programs and schools have been added.
Too many issues
re corning to the Faculty to receive responsible attention.
'any of them are passed over rather cursorily .
I think
this means that the alternative to having a senate would
be to give up the power to review many of the matters
that now come before the Faculty and to gradually shift
matters away from the Faculty to decision by other bodies.
~n other words, I think the Faculty is in danger of losing
influence through an inability to deal with matters
quickly and responsibly.
In addition to that, of course, Faculty meetings
-~ t~ese very long Faculty meetings are becoming very
timeAconsurning.
It was interesting to me on a committee
to find that the student membership among the committee
felt very strongly that a Faculty Senate was needed, and
that a senate would be able to respond more adequately
to the student concerns than the whole Faculty is able
~o do.
I think a final feeling that I have on the subJe~t is a feeling of inevitability.
I think as the
University grows it is inevitable that we reach the point
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somewhere along the line where a senate is necessary. We
assemb led information on faculty organization at something
like fifteen other universities, c h oosing mostly the
major state universities. We found almost no other university among the major ones which did not have a Faculty
Senate. Sometimes they don't call it a senate . Sometimes
they call it a council, but the kind of thing we are trying
-- we are talking about is a Faculty Senate . On ly one time
whi ch didn't have comparable size, was the Universit y of
Vi rginia and there was no evidence that the University of
Vi rginia, where the faculty had a great deal of influence,
o r that it was a model to be copied.
So I h ave a feeling of inevitability and, given
that, if that is correct, then I think it's better to do
this now, to work it out carefully, so with a mind to
avoi ding the dangers of senates and the de fec ts of senates
in c ertain instances, I think it is better to do it carefully now than to wait until the system really breaks
down .
We did see advantages in the sort o f town meeting
mode l, which our present faculty organization represents,
b ut we feel it's possible to work these advantages in to
the senate scheme. There are various ways in which this
can be done.
It might be possible -- and again the
details have to be considered by the committee that works
this out , but it would be -- it might be possible to
invite or to allow faculty members, who are much concerned
about a particular issue, to come in and speak to that
issue before the senate even though they would not have
a vote as members of the senate. We also felt it was
important to preserve the possibility of holding full
Faculty meetings as a forum and a place for the Faculty to
ake its voice heard when the Faculty felt there was an
ssue that all the Faculty wanted to discuss . But the
committee felt that the senate should be given real
powers . It should not be second-guessed at every instance,
o r there should be no formal veto over the actions taken
by the senate.
This Faculty forum, like the university council we
are thinking about, would have influence but not a formal
Veto . There are many details which would have to be
orked out by the Ad Hoc Committee. The conditions under
hich the general Faculty meeting would be called, the
cise enumeration of reserve powers of the Faculty, the
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method of selection of the senate.
I want to stress that what we are asking here
today is not agreement on the detailed senate plan.
Obviously, we can't ask that until it's drawn up. What
we are asking is kind of an in-principal endorsement.
:~ are asking the Faculty to approve the concept of a
senate, the Faculty, of course, reserving the right to
disapprove the particular senate plan if they feel it
does not meet the cr£teria.
But I would say that if
anyone is really unalterably opposed to the idea of
having a Faculty Senate, they ought to vote against
even setting up this Ad Hoc Committee.
In other words, if the Faculty doesn't want
a senate we would like to find that out now and not
waste time.
I think it would be a mistake to refer
this to a committee to draw up the detailed plan if
the Faculty isn't willing to accept the principle, if
a proper plan can be drawn up.
I think it was very unfortunate the Legislative
!nvestigating Committee came out yesterday with its
views on a Faculty Senate. Needless to say, they are
very different from ours.
I hope that we will simply
ignore that report and get on with our business. The
fact that a senate composed of senior rank only certainly
isn't the kind of faculty that our committee was thinking
of.
Very briefly on the reasons why we haven't
brought in a detailed proposal:
I think maybe what
I have already said indicates the reasons for that.
We feel that this is a Faculty matter and our committee
Was not a Faculty committee, so that there is a need
for the Faculty to choose a committee to work on this.
I think there is also a need for the kind of preliminary
expression of opinion as to whether it's a good idea
or not that we are going to have today.
Our committee also, I think, would not be able
to get through its business and the other matters that
we are considering if we had to spend all of our time
between now and February working on just the details of
the Faculty Senate plan. We, of course, stand ready to
help the committee if an Ad Hoc Committee is set up,
and we have assembled a good deal of information that
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will be valuable to them.
Our committee has considered -- one other point
first:
just a note on the method of selection of the
senate.
Our proposal -- it was the intent of our proposal
that the Ad Hoc Committee should be given full latitude to
consider how the senate should be selected.
You have all
seen the very interesting proposal that was circulated by
Gary Hufbauer for random selection of a senate.
This was
raised very briefly in our committee . We didn't mean
to rule it out of consideration.
I possibly -- possibly it would suffice for this
purpose if I could indicate here that the committee
doesn't mean to rule that out of consideration.
This,
of course, will appear in t 1 minutes and so that this
suggestion could be considere d along with other means
of securing in the senate a wide spectrum of Faculty
opinion.
Other means of doing this
ballot or the single transferable
brief explanation of .
That plan,
at five institutions: Princeton,
Texas, and Chicago.

might be a preferential
vote that we put in a
incidentally, is used
Stanford, Kansas,

On the composition of the Ad Hoc Committee, if
the Faculty decides to set one up, our committee did
give some thought to this.
We feel a committee of about
six people might be a good size .
It should be reasonably
small so they can work fast.
Assuming a committee of
six, we would suggest that there be no less than two
non-tenured Faculty members on the committee and no more
than three from any one college . We have figures on the
numbers of non-tenured Faculty and the numbers in the
various colleges, which indicate that that would be
equitable.
I think such a committee should be elected by a
Preferential ballot.
The rules in our present Faculty
Constitution require that elections of this kind be made
by those present and voting , so that the vote would have
to be taken in Faculty meeting .
It would be possible,
and I think it would be -- I would suggest that it be
done if there were no objection -- that we save the
ballots from such a preferential election so as to have
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some idea and data on which to see what would have
happened if it had been done by the single transferable
vote.
I think this might provide some interesting information to the Ad Hoc Committee.
I am not sure just what
differences it would make, which election system were
used.
I think that we should start with consideration
of resolution one, and then if the Faculty approves the
concept of the senate, we then can take up the resolution
on the election of an Ad Hoc Committee.
HEADY
HOYT
adoption .
HEADY

You want to move resolution one?
Yes, sir, Mr. President, I move the

Is there a second to that?

(There were several seconds.)
HEADY I think you all have copies of the language
here and unless a request to read the full motion is made
we will assume that you all have i t available.
Is there
debate on the motion? Professor Schmidt.
PROFESSOR SCHMIDT I suppose many of the points
I would like to make in connection with this resolution
are in the minds of others and I don't need to steal
anyone else ' s thunder , but I do want to lead off with a
number of considerations that lead me to take a position
in strong opposition to the notion of a senate .
When I came tc UNM five years ago, one of the
things that attracted me most in coming here was the fact
that this body met as a whole ; that any Faculty member
0 came to this university had a place where he could
c~me, where he could speak his piece , no matter which
side he were on or no matter how small a minority he
belonged to, and as I see it, one of the principal dan g~rs in moving to a senate is the fact that people who
. 1 11 want to speak their minds on issues that come up
in this Faculty, no matter ho small a minority they
represent , will in one subtle way or another, no matter
how the election to the senate is made or managed, be
excluded from coming to the floor of this body nd
addressing e v ery one of ou as I am no priv'leged to do,

11/3/70, p. 10

and make my position known.
It seems to me that the concept of a senate is basically an undemocratic procedure.
I think the first consequence of it relates to
the point I have just spoken about:
that it makes of those
who are not members of the senate second-class citizens.
I think that we have lived through recent decades in
which minority groups have made it clear to us now the
kind of li~that they have been subjected to in this
country and insofar as they have been second-class citizens, and I think this point also bears upon the position
which the students may have in favoring the senate.
I
think if they have felt as, indeed they have expressed
to me, like second-class citizens in the decision body
of th e University, that the members who are not members
of th e senate but members of the Faculty will then be
delegated to roughly the same class that the students now
exercise and I suggest that they might give that serious
consideration rather than being in favor of a senate.
Professor Hoyt has mentioned the length of our
meeting, the largeness of the body sometimes that comes
together.
I £ind this one of the healthiest and most
spirited things about being here on the Faculty.
I
think that the large meetings we had last year , despite
the fact that they were long, you didn't have to come
if you weren't interested and if you were interested
you were here because you wanted to fight on some parti cular issue .
That's why I think we need such long
and large bodies meeting together.
I am willing to take
the time and come and sit and listen to those arguments,
and if you are not , then we don't need a senate .
On this point as well as the length , the largeness of the body and the length 0£ the meeting , I haven't
been impressed in five years that there have been too many
people coming to impede the rapid movement of business
unless the issue is a live one.
If the issue is a live one
I think that they should be long and large numbers here .
Professor Hoyt mentioned that the end of inevitability of our moving in this direction .
Well , I don't
go much for the concept of inevitability in philoso hy
and I think if there be such, if we have any fight left,
e ought to stave it off as long as we can .
We have also been asked to endorse in principle,
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and I think there are dangers in this.
I think some of
us who have been working in university committees or
university politics, if you want, know that very often
what happens in this sort of a situation is we endorse
something in principle, which kind of gets us going along
with it, and then it comes back some time later with
conditions that aren't too palatable but we did endorse
the thing in principle, so we are carried along.
I
would much rather have us faced with concrete proposals
here concerning the election to this body, if we move
in tha~ direction.
I am not in favor of endorsing something in principle that is as serious as this move
towards a Faculty Senate.
Professor Hoyt also appealed to our ignoring the
fact that the Legislative Committee came out in favor of
a senate in order to take the edge off of that.
I am
not so sure that we should ignore. I am not so sure that
the Legislative Investigating Committee doesn't see
what would be to their advantage in having a senate and
that seems to me precisely the danger in having a senate.
So I am not at all inclined to ignore that fact that
they favor having a senate.
It would be much easier
for them to deal with and we don't want -- at least I
don't want to make it any easier to deal with them.
I
think that's enough.
HEADY

Professor Merkx.

PROFESSOR MERKX I would like to just make a
couple of points here.
First of all with regard to the
student opposition that has been voiced to Faculty meetings in their present form .
I think it's tragic of the
student criticism of the Faculty has been focused upon
Faculty meetings per se .
I would point out to the
students that the primary defense of student rights in
the last two years, the primary locus of that defense
has been Faculty meetings. Faculty meetings on the one
hand and student demonstrations on the other .
I think
that Faculty meetings have been an important part in
the defense of the students.
I would like to -- I think Professor Schmidt has
Pointed out some of the weaknesses in the assumptions
b e h'ind the argument that we need a Faculty Senate .
I
won't say anything about that .
I would like to say a
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couple things more, though, and j u s t ~ off some points
about why the present Faculty meeting 1s a good thing.
If you remember two years ago we had some ad hoc
Faculty meetings and the principle was estab lished in this
conununity of Faculty representatives that people weren't
easy with those and if we had important issues it would
be best to bring them before the general Faculty and that
tradition has pretty much been established. Now for
something of concern to the community we meet as a Faculty
as a whole and there have been no ad hoc Faculty meetings
in the last few years because people thought they can
come and they can talk.
I think that the Faculty meetings not only serve
a function of being a place for conflict that can be
expressed, but also serve a function of a place where
conflict can be resolved.
I think the Faculty meetings
haveJin contrast to the ad hoc meetingsJ - ~ have played
a very great role in resolving conflicts on this communi ty and I suggest to you that the role the Faculty
meetings played in getting the University reopened after
the Kent State demonstrations last year is a very good
example of this.
Faculty meetings -- third point: Faculty meetings
create a sense of involvement among Faculty members.
There are many who -- many people who are not stars in
Faculty meetings who became well known to other Faculty
members and became involved in university concerns precisely through attending Faculty meetings.
6!.-

Another point that I think is --Afourth point i s ~
Faculty meetings are a place where any group can protect
their interests if those interests are threatened, and
a number of times we have -- remember for example the
time the medical school turned out in one of their programs which had been criticized from the floor.
There
is a safety valve here for defensive interests that is
not present in the Faculty Senate .
Fifth point is I think the Faculty meetings
have Played a very important educative function for
~aculty members and I know a lot more about the complexity of this University because I have been corning to
Faculty meetings in the last two years than I could have
Possibly learned as just a member of the Faculty not
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participating in Faculty meetings and I think there has
been a general growth in education and awareness on many
Faculty members who would not have been in the Faculty
Senate.
My last point is I want to emphasize the point
that not having a forum, not having a place where people
can meet, does create alienation among members who are
not on the body.
I think that insofar as I personally
have a stake in this university and feel that I am a
part of this university, it's become a result of my
participation in faculty meetings.
I think to have a
community it is necessary to have a sensitive community
and to have that you have to be able to meet and debate
with them.
I fear that if we put in a Faculty Senate
the sense that we can come and fight with each other
would be destroyed and get the appearance of Faculty
elections at ad hoc meetings and I think much of what has
been accomplished in the last two years would be lost.
HEADY

Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL I wish to speak against the resolution
one. I find it very much like buying a used car without
looking under the hood, or taking it for a drive. Or
maybe put it another way: would you buy a used car from
Senator Smalley?
Now Professor Hoyt has said that we should ignore
that. I have to concur with Professor Schmidt that I
don't think we can because if we approve a senate today,
~enator Smalley will tell the senate and the legislature
in February that they forced us into it, and don't think
for a moment he won't, and that committee will continue to
exist as long as he can show some of the legislators that
they have been forcing the University in correcting some
~fits deficiencies. Other than that I am going to
ignore that committe0 and address myself to the idea that
we should pass this as a general -- if we are in general
agreement we should pass this.
I argue that this is not
a well taken position. Senates mean all sorts of things
and any of you who have looked at the senates across the
United States in various state universities and private
universities will find that they vary widely.
Some of
them are completely dominated by the administration and
talked about, among other things, we have heard the
cr·t·
i icism of rule by minority here. A senate certainly
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becomes a rule by minority. Don't tell me it's always
representative because a minority always elects, too.
That's the history of elections in this country. There
is only one way to guarantee good representative government at the University and that is for us to retain, at
least as long as we are in the reasonable range of size
as we are now, to retain our Faculty, general Faculty,
our town hall meeting approach as we have here.
Now some of the arguments that our Committee on
Governance gives us as to why we should have a Faculty
Senate. Efficiency: Well, I think Spiro T. Agnew was
saying the same thing the last three or four months: if
you eliminated any alien voices in the Congress we would
have a much more efficient government . But this is the
American way of establishing this sort of governmen . I
don't think that efficiency is the primary criterion
for a legislative policy-making body. If you don't have
time to consider these issues, to differ on the issues,
as Gil put it a moment ago, to fight a little, then I
am not sure we are making the right decisions and when
we start talking about the elimination of the right of
the general Faculty to appear and get involved, the
decisions will be made much more quickly perhaps and
much more quietly and that would be to the enhancement
of some people's ideas of the way a university should be
run. But I don ' t think it would be doing as well .
The criticism I have heard from some of my
colleagues who favor a senate , and I, incidentally , read
this in the paper, that the senator in Santa Fe that I
referred to before and said I was going to ignore after
that, said the same thing .
I would point out that if
we passed resolution one today, this is ruled by minority .
Look around you and count, and there is, according to
my count, there ' s twenty-two percent of our Faculty
Present today . This is still government by minority.
In talking about the representation in a senate,
I ~on't know how many of you have served on committees of
this university . I somehow or other gained a reputation
of being a reasonably good committee person a few years
ago and I have been on one heck of a nuM er of committees.
B~t at these meetings you seldom have more than about
sixty , seventy percent of the Faculty, so if we elect a
undred we are talking about sixty or seventy and you have
no assurance that the one who is going to represent your
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voice is going to be there and you don't have that right,
necessarily. Professor Hoyt says we can hold hearings,
the senate may hold hearings.
I would point out under
the chairman of the Policy Committee and the senate, the
Policy Committee held a number of hearings and we had
seventeen Faculty members show up after circulating completely across campus that such a meeting would be held.
It was pointed out we would have improved communication through a senate.
I don't say this follows.
There's a communication gap, perhaps, between the Faculty
and the students but I don't see that the senate idea
can improve this at all.
It would probably improve
communications somewhat with the administration and
regents because they would probably be less embarrassed
about some of the things we do at times and wouldn't be
as up tight and it wouldn't impress the community. We
are less noisy.
I think you would find a much better
relationship.
Efficient use of committees. The senate should
be more efficient and productive in the use of committees.
How can a senate use committees more efficiently -- more
efficient than a general Faculty? This does not follo~.
I will agree that many of your committees are inefficient.
We have too many of them .
1any of them are ill defined
and overlap . But I am still concerned about these and
some of these are the heart of what a university is all
about and I am not buying the used car without looking
under the hood.
I want to know before I vote for a
senator to whom the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
would report? Is it going to report to a senator and be
responsible to this senate, or is it going to report to
us and be responsible to us?
Prompt response.
The senate could respond
promptly . This is not borne out by the events of last
spring, which Gil Merkx referred to . I would like to
refer to it again . The Faculty remembers that we met
ay 9th, May 10th, May 11th , ay 12th, and in a period
of four days we probably had about a total of about ten
and a half hours meeting . We reopened the University
on the morning of May 11th and a number of schools around
the country that had senates did not open on May 11th.
e had some problems . Some of you in the Faculty did
not agree with the term - - what we
some of us referred
to as academic amnesty last spring in making the changes
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in the grading structure, but you have every right at a
Faculty meeting to express that.
You had every right
as Faculty members to rise and speak to that point.
I
would point out to you that for instance the University
of Iowa, the Faculty did not have that right.
The senate
at the University of Iowa did the same thing that our
Faculty did and the Faculty was told that this would be
the grading system when the University reopened . We can
look at some of the highlights after campus unrest and
the way faculties around the country responded.
~
In 1964, during the free speech problem at
Ber\ley, it finally took a call of the entire faculty
and a meeting of the entire faculty before there was a
response in which the administration and faculty and
student groups could solve that problem. The small
senate committees and others working on that could not
handle that.

In 1967-68, during some of the noise on the
University of Wisconsin campus, the entire faculty was
called in session.
I think you will find that general
trend across the country, when there is a high degree of
unrest and volatile situation that it tends to be somewhat better solved or solved more rapidly wh n the entire
faculty is called in session and not throuqh the actions
of a smaller group.
One of the arguments that I saw here was the fact
that there would be a more effective voice for all members.
I really have trouble understanding that one because
about six hundred of us would not have a voice . As far
as voting, we might have a representative , but I think
~here is really only one person that does a pretty good
Job representing me, and sometimes I question me on that.
e would not have the opportunity to be heard .
I would agree with everything that Professor
Schmidt, Professor Merkx has said with respect to this.
I think the memo from Professor Hufbauer talking about the
necessity of random selection of the members of the
s~nate in order to make it a workable group and a respon~ive and a representative group, that memo , itself,
indicates the whole principle of the senate , at least
hen you talk about it , about an end principle . Perhaps
specific details are worked out it would be a little
different .

,
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I repealed rule number two so I can speak to that.
I made the motion and I guess you knew that's what I had
in mind, sir. You recognized me on that, but I would
oppose, by urging each of you to -- I think if you want
to maintain the strong Faculty responsibility and role
that we have had traditionally the last twenty years at
the University of New Mexico to oppose resolution number
one. The later resolution that comes up with establishing an Ad Hoc Committee to make some specific studie ,
that may be reasonable. Professor Hoyt says we houldn't
SPt these up unless we have at least in ·cated our position
first.

I have served on a number of conunittees around
this campus where we have worked three, four, five, six
months on a report, a study, and bring it to the Faculty
and get it turned down.
I think that's part of the
democratic process. We have to go back and do our work
over.
I have no qualms about electing a Faculty Ad Hoc
Committee to study and make specific reconunendations wit
respect to Faculty Senate.
I may vote against it at
that time, but I certainly am willing to have this
committee study it.
But I am not buying this shiny used
car without looking under the hood and taking it for a
drive around the block, and there's no provision for this
in resolution number one .
HEADY

[ean Adams.

DEAN ADAMS I had a firm resolution to stay quiet
and listen to all the arguments from all those who are
not members of the Governance Committee before speaking
to this, but arion got me to my feet prematurely .

I have been a member of the Governance Committee
and also the subcommittee that worked on the senate
proposal .
I think there are many things that can be said
Pro and con about a senate .
i;'taught in four state universities now/and at two o those there were senates and
at t~o there weren ' t .
I have seen operations of one
senate that I thought~ very effective , one that I
thought was deplorable .
o I can certainly say that from
Personal experience I have studied some of the pros and
cons .
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I think there are a number of excellent arguments
to be made for a senate.
Ed Hoyt stated some of these at
the beginning of the meeting.
Some of them are contained
in the committee's report.
I think there are arguments
to be made against it.
I thought Professor Merkx stated
a couple of those very effectively.
I rather expect the views that he had and some of
those that Professor Schmidt had.
I was a little bit
inclined to argue when you said that you felt a senate
was undemocratic because I thought, by definition, a
senate was a democratic institution. But the arguments
that you are bringing up, Marion, seem to me to be not
only ill taken but in the worst tradition of guilt by
association.
It seems to me that to use a kind of McCartheist
scare tactic by references to Mr. Smalley, Mr. Agnew, and
to imply a number of things that the committee is not
recommending is really to put the debate on the wrong
level.
It seems to me that the committee's report clearly
recommends a senate of a certain kind.
It is not a blank
check for a senate that consists of all full professors
or a senate which is hidebound by a number of rules that
exist elsewhere.
It's a senate to be structured in
accordance with certain principles which are stated in the
document, and that's to this particular kind of senate
it seems to me this debate should be addressed.
For example, and I couldn't make notes on all of
the points that you made in your talk: you are assuming
a lot of things that I don't think would be true.
Just
as one example, there are about twenty -- I wasn't able
to count exactly as you were -- twenty-two point two
percent of Faculty present today and to assume that would
also be true of the senate I think is false.
For example,
it is not true that only twenty-two percent of the
members of the Policy Committee attend meetings of the
Policy Committee.
The Policy Committee usually has very
good attendance because once the people are elected to
that body they feel a responsibility.
They do attend.
I think, again, this is an assumption that if we
were to elect a senate, the members of the senate would,
in a large number, be responsible and attend and we might
have a meeting of substantial size which would be in a
way more equitably constituted than is this body when
only twenty or fifteen or ten percent of its members are
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present.
Frequently those who have an ax to grind on a
specific issue.
And I think also that it is quite false to assume
that a senate would be a tame body as you suggested,
acceptable to the administration and the regents.
I think
the senate of this university, from what I know of my
colleagues over the years, would be just as noisy and just
as hard to handle as the Faculty as a whole.
I think further that your assumption that the
response of various universities to the strike last spring,
t hat those who had senates responded badly and those that
did not have senates responded well is an assumption for
which you hav0 no evidence.
I think that the generalization
that general faculties are nationally more effective as
legislative bodies in universities again is something
for which you have no evidence.
There is a large body of material in the library,
which was accumulated by the committee.
I have read most
of it.
I just don't think the data supports that.
There are arguments against a senate, such as Gil's argument that there is an educative function of the Faculty
as a whole.
I agree with that.
Such as that there may
be some alienation of those not represented.
You have to
balance these considerations against efficiency and I
don't regard efficiency as a bad word in the conduct of
Faculty business in a complex institution.
I think it is
possible to structure a senate so that you provide for
the presence in the senate of a proportion of non-tenured
Faculty, a proportion of people from the junior ranks,
a prohibition against the reelection of the same people,
a variety of provisions of that sort that can assure that
all members of the University Faculty will have an opportunity to participate in the senate.
I am not even
opposed to the notion of random selection, if there were
some provision in there that the role of the dissident
suddenly turns up with eighteen from one department and
none from another.
I really feel that the objections you
were making, Marion, are the wrong kind of objections to
a proposition which can be legitimately objected to on a
number of bases.
HEADY I will recognize others, I think, Professor
Cottrell, who want to speak.
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COTTRELL I think there is a reason that I should
respond to the last speaker .
HEADY I will recognize you in due course.
Professor Fashing.
PROFESSOR FASHING Let me say first that I share
essentially those kind of concerns that people who have
already spoken against the motion have voiced.
I would
just like to make a couple of commentaries or observations
on the plan as i t is now proposed, and the ostensible
benefits to be derived from it.
One is on the question of efficiency.
Frankly,
I have watched this Faculty operate now for a little ove
a year and i t seems to me the issues that are essentially
non-issues have been dispatched relatively quickly and
efficiently.
I think the other issues, which are indeed
the important kinds of questions that have come efore
th Faculty and which have generated a great deal of
debate, might be exactly those things that would be
reserved to the Faculty as a whole and, therefore,
ind
of bypass the intended benefits of a Faculty Senate.
Let me say also that I think a body of seventyfive or a hundred will not be substantially more efficient
than the body that we have here today.
Secondly, with a question of making a response
to student demands, I have a feeling that the question
of responsiveness has nothing to do with whether or not
this body is wieldy or unwieldy and may reflect certain
kinds of sentiment among the Faculty, often which runs
counter to student sentiment .
I think this kind of
thinking is n o t going to be resolved by having a smaller
senate body.
Thirdly, and most important , is whether or not
this senate would be more representative of the Faculty
at large .
It seems to me that the vast majority of
those who do not attend these meetings voluntarily absent
themselves .
That is , if they wanted to come the could
come. Therefore , they constitute, I would argue , someth~ng naturally equivalent to that silent majority to
hich some people who have been referred to earlier talk
bout in the larger community .
It seems to me that one
of the most important responsibilities of democracy is
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a responsibility for participation. If people refuse to
participate, then, in effect, it seems to me that they
have abdicate~ voluntarily their rights to be a part
of the decision.
They have no right to demand that they
are represented if, in fact, they are unwilling to commit
themselves.
I wo1ld just say that it seems to me that we are
providing a Rind of easy rationalization for non-participation in what is fundamentally in a kind of irresponsible
activity on the part of the vast majority, in fact, of
our Faculty. I think we ought not to provide them with
that kind of a crutch.
HEADY

Professor Rothenberg.

PROFESSOR ROTHENBERG Well, there's another
surprise coming and that is to find me and Merkx and
Schmidt in the same corner.
I have heard this most
remarkable argument now for roughly an hour and I am
amazed that we even carry on so long with it because one
thing is clear: I mean, it isn't a question whether I
would buy a used car from Senator Smalley or not.
It is
really a question whether I would buy a used car from Ed
Hoyt. My answer is "no", I wouldn't buy a used car from
7 :
)
Ed Hoyt because he is telling me, "Look, if you (
your right to speak up and make a fool of yourself or
not in Faculty meetings I wi l l provide you with a responsible representative senate." Well, hell, if something
comes up and I wanted to speak to it, if I manage to get
recognized here -- sometimes I do -- I can speak to it.
How on earth am I going to influence the senate who is
elected for a number of years? According to Ed Hoyt
I am not supposed to, or we are not supposed to have to
go over its actions. Well, it's done and I am sold down
the river and done . Or maybe two years later, if I am
still around, I can make my voice heard . But meanwhile -~0.far as I am concerned, odd as it may seem, I heartily
Join Schmidt, Merkx, Fashing, and Cottrell.
HEADY Professor Alexander.
I am reminded that
one bit of advice that I have received from the parliamentarian is to try to recognize people who want to speak
on opposite sides o f the topic under debate. But the
last comment has shown how difficult that is before me.
Professor Alexander , I am not sure what side you are on,
but While I have a number of people asking for recognition
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I' m going to try to recognize one or two who may want to
speak in the affirmative on the motion since so far there's
been only one.
This is assuming there may be others who
want to speak.
PROFESSOR ALEXANDER This is neither pro nor con.
I was going to say that history is considered irrelevant
these days and perhaps a little bit of history might not
be too irrelevant at this time -- at this point since I
was -- I am a voice from the past at the moment, please
note. I was here when once upon a time this university
did have a senate. We had a very, very small faculty
and it's my remembrance that everybody on the faculty was
on the senate. After that we had an unfortunate experience in which the senate was wiped out by an administrator who created a university faculty that was very unrepresentative of anybody and merely answered his beck
and call. When we finally eliminated him from our midst
we were called upon to establish a new form of government. I wound up as the chairman of the committee that
had that responsibility and we had several things that
we considered at that time.
The most important -- there was a division of
opinion that really came to a crackdown, a showdown fight,
and at that moment between the pro-senate people and the
ant~-senate people and, I must c o ~ ~ ' I was one of.the
a~ti-senate people and the reasons~weighed most heavily
with me at that time were those that Gil Merkx already
mentioned , namely : that the educative value of a faculty,
open faculty meeting regularly and not at some whim or
some maybe-we-will, maybe-we-won't, maybe-somebody-willcall-us , maybe-we-won't kind of situation is extremely
important to us, to any faculty.
Secondly, it serves as
a safety valve in the sense that those who come, at least,
have a chance to speak and those who stay away have only
themselves to blame unless unfortunately they had a class
at that hour.
But for that reason we set it up, our
Present government, with the Policy Committee in lieu of
the senate .
I think this is the most important point I want
to make , that the Policy Committee was the efficient body
t~at was small enough and capable enough to conduct the
kind of business we thought of in terms of what the
senate should be about , and we thought that that iz
oup would do a better jo of it and could do a better job

11/3/70, p. 23

of it than a group of seventy-five or a hundred individuals and that it would then steer the materials that came
to it, where they needed to go, and those that needed
to go to the Faculty as a whole would be directed there.
Now I have been quite amazed, even in spite of
the terrific increase in size of this university, at how
well this system has worked over the past twenty years.
I t' s been just twenty years that this system has been in
e ffect and it has worked to me remarkably well and it has
se rved exactly those purposes that I envisioned that it
would, namely:
that our committee envisioned that it
would, but we £inally wound up agreeing with this principl e : a large body open to most people and we had some
restrictions at first and, curious that in the last t wo
ye ars we have widened the scope of this body and eliminated some of those restrictions such as three years for
an instructor, for example.
Finally we have come to a full town meeting and
this has been the push of this Faculty in that direction
e ver since I have been here .
As long as our Faculty Policy Committee can
pe rform reasonably well it seems to me that's the place
that this efficiency should be delegated.
HEADY

Professor Cooper.

PROFESSOR COOPER I would like to speak against
the motion.
I think that on the floor it's my definition
of efficiency , I think that we are saying is a smaller
group would be more efficient and by that we mean it
would be faster.
In these days of automation , computers
and all the like , speed is very important in any segment
of society and there's no doubt about it that a small
group is likely to make a decision more rapidly than a
large one . Well, I can advance a way of looking particul arly in a limited group like our own . Efficiency may
be the generation of new ideas. Efficiency may be bringing up old ideas and tackling new problems .
On that score , those of us who have had a chance
to look at group dynamics , it's in favor of larger numbers, a larger group and is more likely to come up with
newer solutions , new approaches, new ways of figuring out
the truth .
I think as we look in the decade ahead, t he
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1970's, we are bound to be challenged by many new kinds
of problems.
The constituency of our student bodies is
changing so rapidly.
The constituency of our Faculty
is changing rapidly.
These are the things that are
bound to bring new problems: problems for new ideas and
new concepts that are needed and on this basis and this
definition of efficiency I would certainly support the
idea of what we have now, the general Faculty meeting.
HEADY

Mr. Homestead.

PROFESSOR HOMESTEAD Some of them are not in
favor of the motion, but when I first came -- when I
first read the proposal in my office it seemed to me
to be agreeable, rational, and certainly no overtones
of usurpation of Faculty powers and so on. However, I
was very aware of these arguments by Professor5Schmidt
and Cottrell and others and I -- it made me wake up in
an instant to see that, surely, by forming a senate we
would be destroying the very notion of thorough-goingparticipatory-democracy which the land at large is trying
to get, here we are trying to, indirectly, relinqui hand
the young people throughout the country are disillusioned
with our present form of participation. They say, "What's
the use? We go out and nothing happens. We don't have
representation ."
Surely they are striving, and more alert older
people are striving, to have a greater participation .
So, therefore , I would suggest that on the one hand we
should continue this, but if Professor Hoyt can elicit
or relate a number of instances where serious matters
have been put forth before the Faculty body, at large,
and that they have failed to come through with an adequate
or good solution because of too much argument or too
m~ch dilly dallying, then I would be much more impressed
ith the notion of bringing forth a senate, if he could
demonstrate that because we have a large general meeting
we lost , by George, three hundred million dollars from
the federal government because we didn't act quick enough,
t his would be one consideration. But if you can come up
ith things of that sort I would be very much impressed.
1 not, I would suggest that we try to reform, if
necessary , our present situation o that efficiency, if
that's such a great goal, be forthcoming and e within
our Present structure.
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HEADY

Professor Norman.

PROFESSOR NORMAN I , too, like Professor Adams,
came to this meeting with an exceedi~gly firm resolve that
I wasn't going to talk.
But, l i k e ~ I am compelled
because I, too, am a member of the University Committee on
Governance and I , too , served with him on the subcommittee
that eventually came up with the proposal that the full
committee presented before you .
I am sorry I didn't get -- Mr . Homestead challenged
us to come up with one instance a minute ago where this
Faculty defeated something , which he said was important.
I s this correct?

HOMESTEAD

Yes.

NORMAN I will give you an instance.
The
Committee on Governance came before this Faculty with a
proposition on adjudication of the students and this
Faculty, not only voted it down , but it hooted it down.
I t joked it down .
It made a recommendation -- the member
who made this recommendation or proposal is no longer a
member of this Faculty , gone from the University, and I
recall clearly what he said.
He said, "Ladies and gentleroen, I want t o substitute the words 'University Radio
Board' for 'University Standards Board' "the thing he
wanted to compose , and in the heat of the great tension
of last year we wanted to have some kind of means whereby
we could set up a system of adjudication and this Faculty
as a whole voted it down .
I am ashamed to say that it
did it at that time . The Committee on Governance is still
faced with the problem of some sort of system of adjudication, so I wanted to answer that question .

I still, Mr. President, would like to continue
in favor of the motion that we do have a senate because
e are engaged in some long , long hours of debate on
th.
.
is in the Committee on Governance .
I am very , very much
~urprised at certain individuals who have made this very
impassioned plea .
I go along with Dean Adams when he says
that he thinks Professor Cottrell is using some scare
tactics . I think he is .
I frankly think, arion , that
Your used car illustration is a rather poor simile or
metaphor or whatever it is .
I am not frightened with the
legislature .
I don ' t think we have to worry that Mr.
malley is going to gloat over us in February.
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1 want to ask you, ladies and gentlemen: have we
lost faith in the system of representative government?
Have we lost our faith in that?
(Laughter) I am asking
this question. Do we not believe any longer? I know
that democracy is a slow, painful process.
I know the
students and the young people say, "You are not listening
to us . " We know this goes on, but we have one hundred
senators representing two hundred million people in federal government. We have four hundred and thirty-five
congressmen representing the same two hundred million
people and I don't see why we can't have a hundred senators representing eight hundred faculty.
The ratio is
much less.

I would also like to address this question to
Marion Cottrell. Marion, when you ran for the county
commission I supported y~ and I t]2ink you are an excellent man and you would doAvery goo~nd I am sorry you
lost the election. But I would like to put this question to you: A minority of voters in the county voted
in that election. Would you have accepted election by
the minority of the voters who elected you had you been
elected? You contend that a minority will be representing
us. You would have been elected, had you been elected
by minority of the voters in the county.
COTTRELL That is precisely what I mean when I
spoke a little while ago. That's the reason I am opposed.
NORMAN Why are you opposed to a senate in the
Faculty when you were not opposed -- that is, a minority
electing the senate and the Faculty when you were not
opposed to one in the community at large? I don't
understand why we lack this fate of representative
government. We make our students learn American history
and then throw it out with this.
HEADY I am going to try to recognize people
~ho have not yet been recognized and I will try to keep
lt .
in the order that I have seen them . Mrs. Amsden.
MRS. AMSDEN I would like to speak against the
:esolution.
I agree with the arguments against it includl~g those made by Professor Cottrell. So far what I appreciate most about Faculty status is the opportunity to
attend the Faculty meetings.
It's a privilege I don't
want to lose. Most of us, and perhaps -- or at least a
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nwnber of us feel alienated from our local and national
government because representatives so rarely do represent
us. Perhaps it's unreasonable to expect any individ al,
including representatives, to speak in favor of any view
except his own. Perhaps if he has integrity he cannot
speak for any view except his own.
Sometimes the real
meaning of an issue here is so unclear on the mimeographed
sheet that a department could not evaluate it well
enough to instruct its representative how to vote.
The
meaning might become clear at the senate meeting, but it
would be too late to inform a department.
know hearing
the views here has helped me to find my own opinion more
exact. On most issues I heard the point of view that had
not occurred to me, relevant factors that should have
been taken into consideration in one case hearing the
opinions have reversed my original opinion. Perhaps
those arguments would not have been heard in a senate
meeting, permitting Faculty members to, in fact, plan and
be implicit -- it is implicit that we are invited to
come -- to become Faculty members because they have
good minds.
The natural response to this compl~ment
is increased loyalty to the University and a sense of
obligation to use one ' s mind as well as possible on its
behalf.
The argument is made that the general Faculty
meetings provide opportunity to observe new leadership
developing from within Faculty ranks . What is more
important , I believ e , is that Faculty meetings may be an
important means for eliciting and developing that leadership .
HEADY

Professor Bahm.

PROFESSOR BAHM I would like to reply to Professor Norman and at the same time increase the efficiency
of the present system by calling for the question.
HEADY
BAHM
HEADY

Are you moving the previous question?
Yes , sir.
Is there a second to the motion?

(There were several seconds . )
HEADY

The previous question has been moved.

This
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is not debatable.
If it passes byA.two-thirds majority
we will then proceed immediately to vote on the motion
before the house and you all understand the motion.
Those in favor of the previous question please say "aye";
opposed "no" . The motion is carried .
If anybody wants
I think that was two-thirds .
to ask for - - does anyone want a show of hands or rising
vote?
All right , we will vote on the motion before us,
which is the motion made by Professor Hoyt , the first of
the motions in the resolution distributed with the call
to the meeting . Those in favor of the motion plea e say
"aye"; opposed "no". The mo tion is lost.
Is there any further business to be brought before
this Faculty meeting? May I remind you , then, that the
next Faculty meeting will be on December 8th . A motion
to adjourn is in order .
Adj o urnment , 4 : 24 p . m.
Respectfully submitted,

John N. Durrie,
Secretary

RE SOL UT IONS
I.

BE TT RESOLVED THAT
The University of New Mexico faculty approves he
creation of a University of New Mexico Faculty Sena econsistent with the following:

I.

1.

The University of New Mexico Faculty Senate shall be
empowered to act on all faculty business other than certain specified business to be reserved to the facul y
as a whole.

2.

The University of New Mexico Faculty Senate shall be
truly representative of the teaching faculty.

3.

The faculty, as a body of the whole, shall meet at 1 as
twice each year to act on that certain specified busin ss
reserved to the faculty and to discuss any mat er of
university concern.

4.

The faculty, as a body of the whole, may meet from im
to time to discuss any matter of university concern. The
chairman of the faculty shall call a meeting of the
faculty when any /1a number to be specified by the ad
hoc committee)7 members of the faculty make a request
in writing that he call a meeting.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT
The faculty elect an ad hoc committee (1) to propose
the structure and procedures of the University of New
Mexico Faculty Senate, (2) to propose the amendments to the
current Fcculty Constitution which would be necessary for
the implementation of the ad hoc committee's proposed structure and procedures, and (3T to present its proposals to the
faculty for faculty adoption .

II!.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT
The ad hoc committee shall presen
the faculty before February 28, 1971.

its proposals

o

REPO:KT OF THE COi· t1,1ITTE E ON Ui\JIVERSITY GOVERUAi:JCI:·
1

Ui:;r.i FACULTY SEiIATb
I .

In t:co<luction
In the past fe w years, it has become increasingly apparent thdt
tl1e faculty has encountered serious difficulties in conductin,3
its Dusiness efficiently, in communicating with students, admin ·
istrators, and regents , in using committees efficiently ; in
responding promptly to important issues; and in providing an
effective voice to all memb ers of t h e faculty in faculty meeting~ .
A number of changes in the University have created these problems
'l 'iie size of the faculty has more than doubled in approximately
five years .
Student enrollment has surged from approximately
10,000 to 17,000 during the same period. The University nas
Lecomc a more complex place with many new divisions and special
programs. A general unrest among students has intensified the
demand for rapid changes - - many of them long overdue . Faculty
and student-faculty committees have multiplied to the extent
that UNL1 has been criticized by its accrediting agency, the
North Central Association, for b eing deficient in the area of
adrninistrative organization and government. ··
vn the other hand, the pure democracy of the general faculty
meeting has provided certain advantages.
It has provided a
forum for vocal faculty members to air their views ; it has con
t7ibuted to a sense of community; it has helped relieve frust:a
tion ; and it has given those who attend meetings the opportunit)
to observe new leadership developing from within faculty ranks.
l'lie Cammi ttee believes that many of the disadvantages of Senate
arrangements at other universities can be minimized by designins
a body that is strong and truly representative. On balance the
Conunittee has concluded that the advantages of a faculty Senate
at UNd strongly outweigh the disadvantages. :. lost of the ad- . . .
vantages of the faculty town meeting can be retained by proviu1.. 1 --i
for meetings of the general faculty to debate and discuss any
matter of university concern.

1

1 · Rationale for the University of New ;J!exico Faculty Senate·

We think a Senate can provide the following advantages:
A. E~ficiencx. -~ A senate should be able to act promptl~ and wit ,,

dispatch to meet its obligations to its basic constituen~y,
~he Faculty, as well as its obligations . to students, admin·
istrators, and the community at large.
u · Improved Communication ·- A senate should open up more ef fective channels of communication between the faculty and other
governing groups in the lhiversity community, particularly
the student government.

c _ ~fficient

LJse of Committees - A senate should be more
efficient and productive in the use of committees. Uore
~ffective communication between faculty and student govern ·
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lltents \.1i l l enable duplication in committee work to Le reduced
or eliminated. Such cooperative committee work can strength en
the oonds between representatives of various sectors of the
University Community.
0.

Responsiveness-A senate, because of its size and its role
as a ·1working 1 body, should be able to respond to immediate
problems more quick ly and flexibly .
j

£. An Effective Voice - A senate should enable all the different

voices in the faculty to be heard. In a smaller body, procedural matters and the tactics of debate should become less
significant than the substantive issues under discussion.
Such a senate should be more effective than the present
arrangement in allowing all relevant views to be aired.
Ill ,

Ti1e Character of the Senate
To provide these advantages, t h e senate needs to Le designed
along two guidelines establishing its fundamental c h aracter:
A. Strength: The Senate should be constituted so that while it
fully debates and considers every issue on which it acts, it
would at the same time be capable of prompt and decisive
action. There should also be meetings of the whole Faculty
from time to time, to provide a forum of discussion and to
exercise certain powers of election and , perhaps, recall.
The Senate should have the power to take effective action on
behalf of the whole faculty without referring back to that
body.
B. Representativeness : lt would be difficult to achieve a
representation formula satisfactory to all faculty members,
but we think such a formula can be devised and agreed upon
by the required majority. We visualize the size of the body
as somewhere between 75 and 100 members. This would accom~odate a fixed minimum representation of every college fa~ulty
in proportion to its numbers and also allow for the election
of other members in such a way as to ensure that any interest
group, whether of non-tenured or tenured faculty, or
~umanities or sciences, etc., would be able to elect members
in proportion to its numbers.*

lv. ~he Rationale for requesting an ad hoc committee and directing

it to report back before Februar~2s";-1971 is as follows~
~he structure of the Senate is of primary concern to the faculty
itself. It is, therefore, appropriate that its details should

* ~ne method of doing this is the system of ·'the single transer~b~e vote, ·1 which is explained in Appendix II.
It can be
modified to insure a fixed minimum representation of any named
gr~ups, such as academic ranks, or groups o f departments, or
co leges, as the faculty may think necessary.
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be worKed out by a faculty conunittee specifically chosen for
t11at purpose, rather than by the Committee on University
Governance, which includes representatives of other groups.
February 28, 1971 is only four months before the deadline given
in the NCA' s directive to improve the ,: effectiveness of the
organization of the decision-making process witl1in t h e university
in defining and promoting its educational task. 1' The February 28
terminal date is specified so that the faculty may h ave time at
two or three meetings to consider the entire proposal of a
Faculty Senate.
Inasmuch as this would require action to
amend the Faculty Constitution (which, in turn, requires a
30-day lying on the table), we feel this date is none too soon .

3
APPE1'10Ix I
SO 1E ISSUES 'l'O ;_ J.H!Ctt THI!: AD HOC CO.dJ.'lI'l'TEE P HOBABLY SHOULu
ADDRESS ITSELF

A.

•

Appropriate size .
Experience has shown size to be an important dimension in
Senate efficiency .

I

We visualize a size somewhere between 75 and 100 members.
This number would accom~6dcte proportional representation of
the various colleges and, at the same time / provide for a
number of members-at-large. We anticipate this size remaining constant for some time, barring extraordinary faculty
growth.
B.

Ex officio members
It may be that a few individuals should be ex officio mem ·
bers by virtue of their office . Among t hese might be cer-·
tain administrators, academic deans, and chairmen of imper ·
tant conunittees, such as Academic Freedom and Tenure. This
would be designed to meet the criterion of responsiveness .
previously noted, and to facilitate communication with
administration and important faculty and student committees

C.

Length of term
We consider 1-year terms to be too short and 5-year terms too
long. A 2- to 3-year term probably would be optimal.

0.

Succeeding oneself in office
There is a possibility of limiting the re-election of a member to no more than two consecutive terms.

E: •

I'lethod of election
The ad hoc committee should recommend a method and time of
electioil:""-

F.

Presiding officer
Should the presiding officer of the Faculty Senate ~>e
President of the University?

G.

th~

Recall
Possibility of providing for recall of any senator -a t ·
large for proper cause and with appropriate procedures.

B.

Attendance requirements
Perhaps there should be some sort of atten<lance require
ment to minimize the absenteeism which can plague governing
bodies.
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I.

Provision for attendance of observers

J.

Provision for attendance of the press

Page 2

Closed or executive sessions
Should there be a rule against closed or executive sessions
of Senate, except for very unusual circumstances? Perhaps
even closed meetings, called for under unusual circumstances.
should never be closed to the faculty.

r,
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An Explanation of tne Alternative Vote

(Appendix 12) (Page lo4 )

~~

alternative vote is characteristically used in elections
ia wbich more than two candidates compete for a single 9 osition ,
A sir.1ple majority of the votes cast is needed for election.
Let us hypothesize an election in which four candidates compe te for one positionv and 100 voters cast ballots.
The first choices of the voters are tabulated (see Table I .
column A},
Since no candidate has received a majority of the
votes cast, the candidate with the fewest votes (Baker) is
eliminated. Each ballot indicating him as first choice is now
awarded to the candidate listed on the ballot as the second choice .
The redistribution of Baker · s seven ballots is shown in Column B.
New totals for the remaining candidates are tabulated (see Column
C) . Since no candidate has yet achieved a majority, the candidate
u ith the fewest votes (Carter) is elimnated ; each of his ballots
is redistributed to the remaining candidate indicated as the next
best alternative. This redistribution is shown in column D.
!Je w
totals for Ames and Daniels are tabulated. Ames now has 49 votes
and Daniels has 51. Daniels is elected .
TABLE

, nes
Baker
Carter
Janiels

I

A

B

C

D

41

1

42

7

7

---

16
36

6
0

E

49
~ .Ill•

22
36

=-

15

51

ppendix II
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An Explanation of the Single Transferable Vote (Appendix 13)
The single transferable vote is characteristically used in
elections in which many candidates compete for several positions.
Let us hypothesize an election in which five candidates are running
for two positions and ballots are cast by 150 voters.
The number of votes needed for election (the quota) is given
by the formula

i,.

number of votes cast
number of positions to be filled+ 1
In our example, the quota is 51 .

+ 1

In casting ballots, the voters are instructed to rank the
candidates in order of preference. The first choices of t h e voters
are then tabulated, and any candidate receiving the quota is elected.
If his total exceeds the quota, the extra votes are r edistributed
among the remaining candidates. Column A, Table I, lists the
nwnber of first-choice votes cast for each of the five candidates
in our example. Since Alcott has 76 first-choice votes, 25 votes
must be redistributed. There are two alternative methods of
redistribution ~

- ,.
.'
• . .'";

• J

,4, ~

(l) Each of the remaining candid ates is awarded a percentage
of t he number of b allots to be redistributed equal to the
percentage of second-choice votes he received on all ba llots
on which the elected candidate was the first choice. This is
the method that makes complete use of the information voters
have provided about their preferences, and by computer, such
calculations can be made quickly .
(2) The proper number of ballots {in this case, 25) is drawn
at random from among all the ballots cast for the elected man
{Alcott). Each of these ballots is awarded to the candidate
indicated as the second choice (see Column B, Table I). A
new tabulation of votes is made (see Column C). Since none
0 ~ the four candidates has passed the quota, the candidate
with the fewest votes {Clark) is eliminated. Each of his
ballots is awarded to the remaining candidate indicated as
the next best alternative. The results of this redistribution
are shown in Column D. Column E shows the new totals for the
remaining candidates. The redistribution of Clark's votes
has not caused any of the three remaining candidates to pass
the quota . Therefore, the candidate with the fewest votes
(Eaton) is eliminated, and his votes are redistributed as
s~own in Column F. A new tabulation of the total vote is
given in Column G. Baker, with 52 votes, is elected. Both
Positions are now filled, and the election is completed.
leastLet us suppose that the election rules stipulate t ha t at
ana thone of the two positions must be filled by an undergraduate
at, of the five original candidates, only two, Clark and

4
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Eaton, are undergraduates . After Alcott's extra votes were
redistributed; Clar]< had tne fewest votes and was, therefore,
eliminated. If at least one undergraduate must be elected, Eaton
cannot be eliminated. He is therefore elected, both positions
ave been filled , and, in accordance with the rules, at least
one undergraudate has been elected.
TABLE
B

A

lcott
uaker
*Clark
Dent
*Eaton

I

C

D

E

F

G

26

15

41

11

52

22
26
25

5

31

16

47

2

27

76

18
17

8
6

21

4
7

18

* undergraduates

Voting ;

(Pages 165 6)

The '1 Alternative Vote 1• and the ·'Single Transferable Vot •

Elsewhere in their report the Princeton Committee gives the
reasons for its choice of voting systems. With reference to
student departmental committees, they say;
nit should be difficult for an organized minority to
capture a disproportionate share of committee positions
and easy for relatively small groups of students to
have a representative on their department's committee.
The election procedure Jcnown as the single transferable
vote •• oaccomplishes both the objectives just stated.
For instance, in a department in which forty majors are
to elect eight members to a committee , any six majors
who agree upon a candidate cannot fail to elect him.
The system would therefore permit small groups who
are in easy and regular communication with each other to
put one of their number on their department's committee
It would not permit so few as six students to elect
any more than one representative (assuming all majors
vote), as some alternative procedures might."
(Page 18, Report)
nntl i.nt
· h reference to faculty committees :

When one position only is to be filled on any of these
conunittees, we recommend that election be by the system
of the alternative vote. This system of election insures
that the preferences of a majority of those voting
bear on the election cf members. When two or more
positions are to be filled simultaneously, and the
qualifications for the positions are the same, \le
recommend that election be by the system of the single
transferable vote, a system which insures that groups
of voters of diverse opinion will succeed in electing
representatives in rough proportion to their numbers .•'
(Page 76, Report)
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